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Faculty members play a central role on college and university campuses, 
and their perceptions of library service may be a key factor in the way 
the campus library is used and supported. In an attempt to meet their 
needs, many librarians are expanding the level of contact they have with 
their campus constituency. This article presents the results of a study of 
librarian/faculty interaction at nine small (1 ,OOQ-4,000 students) college 
libraries. The study explored several of the activities that librarians em­
ployed to build bridges to classroom faculty members, and it also sur-

• veyed faculty members' perceptions of library efforts to provide service. 

., 

s components of larger institu­
tions, academic libraries face 
increasing pressures to provide 
services that will support the 

instructional and research mission of their 
parent institutions. It may be assumed by 
many academic librarians that commu­
nication with faculty and other constitu­
encies of the campus community is an 
effective way for the library to maintain 
relevance with the program of the college 
or university. However, research explor­
ing librarian/ faculty communication and 
the possible relationship between that 
communication and faculty perceptions 
of library service and use of the library 
appears to be limited. This communica­
tion may be essential for an effective re­
lationship between the library and its 
environment. As Gerald Zaltman, Robert 
Duncan, and Jonny Holbek state: 

The organization continually must 
obtain several kinds of information 

from the environment. First, it must 
determine the kinds of outputs the 
environment seeks that may require 
innovation to be more readily re­
ceived by the environment. Second, 
it must discover the kinds of tech­
nology or means that may be re­
quired to produce the innovation­
what are other organizations do­
ing-are there existing innovations 
that the organization might adopt 
to facilitate its response to these 
needs? Third, once the organization 
does in fact implement the innova­
tion, is the innovation effective in 
meeting the demands of the envi­
ronment? Here it is necessary for 
the organization to get feedback 
from the external environment.1 

Joanne Euster identifies both change 
and survival as potential products of in­
teraction with the environment, saying, 
"Adaptation to social and technological 
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change implies an understanding of the 
environment and the ability to draw re­
sources for organizational change and 
survival from the environment." 2 

This article describes a study that the 
author conducted in an effort to deter­
mine whether interaction was taking 
place between academic libraries and the 
faculty and how that interaction was oc­
curring. It also sought to explore possible 
relationships between librarian/ faculty 
interaction and faculty perceptions of­
and use of-library services. 

On college campuses, librarians share 
objectives with the faculty such as pro­
viding students with knowledge and 
skills that will serve them long after 
graduation, but boundaries between li­
brarians and faculty members exist in the 
form of differing tasks and outputs. In 
addition, libraries are often separated 
spatially from most or all of the faculty. 

Literature Review 
Several researchers have explored user 
needs and opinions of libraries and vari­
ous library services on campuses. John 
Budd and Mike DiCarlo investigated user 
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satisfaction at two universities, Mary 
Sellen and Jon Jirouch conducted a sur­
vey contrasting perceived and actual li­
brary use by students and faculty, and 
Susan Hilchey and Jitka Hurych explored 
user satisfaction or acceptance of online 
reference services.3-5 Other researchers 
have contributed studies that explore the 
role of the library in academic institutions. 
In her study, M. Cathy Cook questioned 
faculty members at Southern Illinois Uni­
versity to obtain their perceptions of li­
brarians' status and the quality of service. 
She attempted to determine whether li­
brarians were maintaining a presence 
outside the library by asking faculty 
members whether they had contact with 
librarians in nonlibrary settings. 6 Larry 
Hardesty worked toward developing a 
scale based on responses to fifteen posi­
tive and fifteen negative statements that 
measured the attitude of undergraduate 
classroom instructors toward the role of 
the academic library in the instructional 
program.7 Research on this topic has con­
tinued into this decade. In his 1990 study 
of faculty members at Memphis State 
University, Robert Ivey used twenty-three 

FIGURE 1 
Questions Asked to Obtain Outreach Data 

1) How are librarians involved in outreach activity? 
A) What types of outreach activities are employed by librarians? 
B) Do librarians' perceptions of their outreach activities correlate with their faculty 

colleagues' perceptions of their activities? Which of these activities do faculty 
members regard as important? 

C) Do library directors tend to be the sole or principal outreach agents among 
librarians? 

D) Is outreach between librarians and faculty members seen by librarians as an 
important cause of change in the library? 

2) Is there a relationship between the outreach activity of librarians and the 
perception of and use of library services by faculty members? Is the role of outreach 
activity as important in shaping perceptions and use as: 

A) departmental affiliation? 
B) number of years at that institution? 
C) distance to another libr!ll)' with a strong collection in the faculty members' areas of 

interest? 
D) other factors? 
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questions to study faculty members' per­
ceptions of the value of library services 
at that institution.8 

Few researchers have explored the ex­
tent to which librarians attempt to main­
tain an awareness of their campus envi­
ronment. Those researchers who studied 
the role of communication in libraries 
usually investigated communication that 
takes place within the library, and those 
who studied the problem of external com­
munication frequently focused on the 
advertising of services and other public 
relations issues. Although the need to 
consider the environment was raised by 
researchers such as Beverly Lynch and 
Dennis Carrigan, little research exists on 
the efforts of librarians to establish and 
maintain contact with the communities 
they serve in order to anticipate and re­
spond to changing needs.9,

10 

Except for a study designed by Larry 
Oberg, Mary Kay Schleiter, and Michael 
VanHouten to relate interaction between 
faculty members and the library to the 
status of the librarians and the perceived 
importance of the library in the campus 
program at Albion College, few explora­
tions of this relationship existY However, 
several researchers have investigated the 
relationship between the academic library 
director and the rest of the campus. Al­
though a study by Susan Lee concluded 
that directors devote much of their time 
to campus matters that are external to the 
library, other studies by Paul Metz, 
Michael Moskowitz, and Terrence Mech 
indicated that library directors spend 
most of their time on internal library 
matters.12- 15 However, Mech found that 
responses differed between the types of 
institutions, with directors of baccalaure­
ate and community college libraries 
spending more time with faculty and stu­
dents than did directors of other types of 
academic libraries.16 

When the library is called upon to par­
ticipate in college or university commit­
tees, it is often the director who is asked 
to serve as the representative of the li-
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brary. However, this activity should not 
be the responsibility of the director only. 
As Marshall Meyer states, "Organizations 
that are rational, and hence responsive to 
environmental uncertainties, require con­
siderable boundary-spanning activity, 
only part of which can be handled by a 
single leader.-"17 

In exploring the concept of outreach 
as it relates to the provision of library ser­
vice in academic institutions, the author 
asked two main questions and a number 
of subsidiary questions (see figure 1). He 
chose faculty members for inclusion in 
this study because of the central role they 
play on campus. Many writers have men­
tioned the importance of faculty /librar­
ian interaction, including Allen Veaner, 
who stated: "No matter how strong an 
image a president or chancellor projects, 
the faculty is the prime focus of political 
power in every school. ... They are with­
out question the most formidable force on 
campus."18 

Methodology 
To address the questions in figure 1, the 
author examined the amount of outreach 
activity taking place between librarians 

·and faculty members by asking librarians 
to maintain a log of the faculty members 
whom they contacted during the course 
of two workweeks. He mailed ten copies 
of activity logs to each librarian at the 
colleges participating in the study. These 
logs contained lists of faculty members 
employed by the college. Each librarian 
checked the list each time he or she had 
contact with a faculty member. The use 
of these forms was based on the work of 
Thomas Allen in his network studies of 
research laboratory personneJ.l9 The au­
thor used the records gathered in this 
study to determine the number of faculty 
members contacted by each librarian and 
to calculate the percentage of faculty 
members contacted for each campus. 

Along with the activity logs that the 
librarians compiled, the author mailed 
questionnaires to all of the professional 



librarians and to a sample that included 
between fifty and sixty-five faculty mem­
bers at each of the nine participating col­
leges. Several of the questions were based 
on those developed by Joanne Euster in 
her study of library administrators and 
on the work of John Budd, Mike DiCarlo, 
David Kaser, and Jinnie Davis.20-22 These 
questions were pretested at a college that 
did not participate in the study. 

Although the author sent librarians 
and faculty members different question­
naires, both groups received several of the 
same questions concerning the extent of 
librarian outreach. The author compared 
results for the two groups to determine 
how well the librarians' perceptions of 
their outreach efforts matched their fac­
ulty colleagues' perceptions. As another 
measure of outreach activity, faculty 
members also were asked how long it had 
been since they had last spoken· with a 
librarian. 

The author supplemented information 
obtained from the mail survey with group 
discussions he held with the librarians 
and faculty members of the colleges tak­
ing part in the study. The faculty mem­
bers interviewed were among those who 
responded to the mail survey. 

The author contacted directors of thirty 
New England college libraries by letter 
to request their cooperation in the project. 
The colleges had enrollments of 1,000 to 
4,000 students and offered programs that 
focused on undergraduate studies. The 
author used a limited range of institu­
tional types to reduce variations in fac­
ulty use and attitudes that may exist 
as a result of widely differing campus 
characteristics. After the initial mailing 
and follow-up phone calls to nonre­
sponding librarians, the library direc­
tors of nine colleges agreed to partici­
pate in the study. 

Survey 
The author sent forms to 511 faculty mem­
bers from a total faculty population of 
1,397 at the nine colleges. Participants 
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answered and returned a total of 239 sur­
veys. One follow-up mailing of reminder 
notices to nonresponding faculty mem­
bers resulted in few additional replies. 
The response rate was approximately 47 
percent. The response rate for the indi­
vidual campuses ranged from 34 to 63 
percent. 

The librarians' activity logs reported 
contacts with a total of 599 faculty mem­
bers, 43 percent of the 1,397 faculty mem­
bers listed on the rosters. Of these, 116 
were faculty members who had re­
sponded to the survey. Librarians re­
ported no conversations with the other 
123 faculty respondents. On the basis of 
these numbers, 49 percent of the faculty 
members responding to the survey were 
contacted by librarians during their two­
week reporting periods. 

A total of fifty questionnaires were re­
turned by the fifty-nine librarians who 
received them, for a response rate of 85 

The only two areas that a majority of 
the respondents considered to be 
important were those that are most 
directly associated with the actual 
delivery of library service. 

percent. The response rate of the librar­
ians from eight of the colleges was 100 
percent, while the response rate from one 
institution was 47 percent. Questions 
asked at the interview revealed that many 
of the nonrespondents were part-time or 
temporary employees. 

Interviews 
The author visited all nine participating 
campuses to interview the librarians and 
groups of faculty members. He used the 
interviews to gather additional informa­
tion to supplement the information al­
ready obtained through the question­
naires. On each campus, he held one in­
terview session for librarians and a sepa­
rate session for faculty members. Faculty 
members who indicated an interest in at-
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tending the interviews received remind­
ers of the meetings. Although several fac­
ulty members on each campus expressed 
an interest in the sessions, only one or two 
met for the interview on six of the nine 
campuses. Attendance was higher at the 
other three colleges. Although attendance 
was disappointing, the author gathered 
additional insights from the interviews. 
The proportion of librarians who at­
tended, however, was much higher. In 
fact, at several colleges, all of the profes­
sional librarians attended. The author 
took notes at all of the sessions and tape­
recorded them for later reference. 

Data Analysis 
The author used nonparametric analysis 

TABLEt 
Summary: Outreach Activities 

of the Nine Libraries 
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to study the data because the data were 
usually either ordinal or nominal, and the 
interval level data he collected were usu­
ally skewed to the point where logarith­
mic transformation did not reduce the 
skewness to less than 0.5, a level called for 
in parametric analysis. The SPSS-X statis­
tical package was used for the analysis. 

Evidence obtained through the inter­
views indicated that the nine libraries tak­
ing part in the study participated in a 
range of activities that kept them in con­
tact with the campus community. Table 1 
presents a summary of these activities. 

Ran kings 
In compiling rankings from the survey 
responses, the author found that the li-

brarians consistently gave 
themselves lower scores than 
faculty members gave them 
for several outreach activities. 

Activity Schools Participating As table 2 illustrates, results 
from the Mann-Whitney U 
test indicate that differences 

Acquisitions list 
Annual reports 
Campus publications 
Newsletter 

Faculty/school meetings 
Union meetings 
Committee meetings* 

Academic policies 
Curriculum 
Dean's council 
Faculty affairs 
Library/learning res. 

Collection development 
with faculty 

Liaisons to depts. other 
than collection dev. 

Bibliographic inst. 
Faculty orientation 
Selective diss. of info. 
Open house 
New book viewings 

A,C,D,E,F,G,I 
D,E,F,G 
A,C,D,E,F 
C,D 

A,C,D,F,G,H,I 
B,I 
A,B,C,D,E,F,G,H,I 
B,G 
F 
D 
I 
C** ,D,E,F,G,H*** 

A,B,C,D,E,F,G,H,I 

A 
A,B,C,D,E,F,G,H,I 
A 
D 
I 
I 

* List of selected committees, many others named 
** Committee recently dissolved 

* * * Librarian attends as resource person 

between the responses of li­
brarians and of faculty mem­
bers were significant (p < .05) 
for the entire sample. How­
ever, they were rarely signifi­
cant at the campus level. The 
author used Kolmogorov-
Smirnov two-sample tests to 
analyze campus-level results 
because the sample sizes on 
the individual campuses were 
small. (Copies of question­
naires are available from the 
author.) 

Faculty members on all 
nine campuses generally gave 
low marks to the importance 
of the outreach activities listed 
on the survey. The only two 
areas that a majority of the re­
spondents considered to be 
important were those that are 
most directly associated with 
the actual delivery of library 
service. These areas were: 
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TABLE2 
Perceptions of Librarians' Outreach Activity 

Comparison of Faculty and Librarians' Responses 
Faculty Librarians 

Activity N Response N Response 

Service as experts 227 3.85 47 3.57 
Keep others informed 231 3.49 46 3.02* 
Attend social 204 3.32 47 2.81 * 

functions 
Serve on committees 204 3.60 47 2.85* 
Stay attuned to 189 3.62 46 3.20* 

communication ntwks. 
Knowledgeable about 199 3.68 47 3.13* 

campus activities 
Provide library 224 4.04 47 3.02* 

instruction 

*Significant differences between faculty and librarians' responses (p<.05). 

serving as experts by providing advice to 
students and faculty about how to use in­
formation resources and by providing for­
mal instruction in the use of the library. 

Although faculty members gave low 
scores to the importance of several library 
outreach activities, they gave rather high 
scores to a few. This section seeks to ex­
plore whether the outreach activity of li­
brarians is a factor in faculty perceptions 
of the quality of library service and in 
their use of the library. 

Correlations 
The author used Spearman rank correla­
tion analysis to investigate the relationship 
between several variables involved in this 
study because the data were skewed. The 
variables selected for analysis were: 

• walktime, the number of minutes that 
it takes faculty members to walk from 
their offices to the library at their college; 

• talklib, the number of days since the 
faculty member last spoke with a librar­
ian from his or her college; 

• locuse, the number of times the fac­
ulty member uses the campus library, on 
average, during the course of a semester; 

• otheruse, the number of times dur­
ing a semester that a faculty member uses, 

on average, another library for study or 
research; 

• mileslib, the number of miles to an­
other library with a collection that is 
strong in the faculty member's subject 
area; 

• svc, the faculty member's perception 
of the quality of service provided by the 
library at his or her college; 

• years, the number of years the fac­
ulty member has served at that college. 

Many of these variables are similar to 
those used in other studies of library use 
and faculty perceptions of librarians. In 
this analysis, the author quantified out­
reach activity as the number of days since 
a faculty member had spoken with a li­
brarian (see table 3). 

According to the analysis presented in 
table 3, there is a significant correlation 
(rs = .38, rs2 = .15, p < .05) between the 
number of times members had spoken 
with librarians as reported on the faculty 
survey forms and their perception of li­
brary service as reported on a scale of 1 
to 5, with 1 indicating poor service; 2, fair 
service; 3, adequate service; 4, good ser­
vice; and 5, excellent library service. The 
correlation indicates that researchers may 
reject the null hypothesis that there is no 
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difference in the perceptions of library 
service related to the length of time be­
tween librarian/ faculty interaction. The 
negative correlation indicates that longer · 
periods of time between contacts with li­
brarians correlate with less favorable per­
ceptions of library service. These findings 
complement those of the Oberg, Schleiter, 
and VanHouten study in which they 
stated: "Our data demonstrate that the 
greater the faculty contact with the library, 
the higher the rank given the librarians."23 

These findings also reflect those of Ivey, 
in which faculty members who are fre­
quent users of the library referred stu­
dents to a librarian significantly more of­
ten than did infrequent users. Ivey sur­
mises, "It may be that frequent users have 
more confidence in librarians' abilities 
than do infrequent users, who may be 
more apathetic about library services and 
librarians."24 

To explore these findings, the author 
divided faculty members into two groups: 
those who were checked on the librarians' 
activity logs as having been contacted, 
and those with whom the librarians re­
ported no conversations. For the 115 re­
spondents who were contacted during 
the ten-day record-keeping periods, the 
median score given for library service was 
5 ("excellent"). The median score given 

TABLE3 
Summary of the 10 Largest Spearman 

Rank Correlations 

Variables r 
s r s2 

SVC & COLLECTN .44* .19 
SVC & TALKLIB -.38* .14 
LOCUSE & TALKLIB -.35* .12 
YRS & COLLECTN .34* .11 
SVC&YRS .29* .08 
OTHERUSE & COLLECTN -.27* .07 
SVC &LOCUSE .26* .07 
NUMLIBN & MILESLIB -.24* .05 
NUMLIBN & LOCUSE .23* .05 
NUMLIBN & COLLECTN .23* .05 

*Significant (p<.05) 
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by the 122 whom librarians did not con­
tact was 4 ("good"). The Mann-Whitney 
U test, which compared the responses 
from the two groups, indicated that the 
differences were significant (p < .05). 
From a total of 239 usable questionnaires 
returned by faculty members, there were 
232 responses to the question, "Approxi­
mately how many times, on average, dur­
ing a semester do you use the library on 
your campus either by a personal visit or 
through an assistant?" There was a nega­
tive Spearman correlation (r = -.35, r 2 = 
.13, p < .05) be~een the time f~culty m~m­
bers last spoke with a librarian and the 
number of times they reported using the 
library on their campus during the course · 
of a semester. The negative correlation in­
dicates that a lengthier period of time 
since a faculty member has spoken with 
a librarian correlates with a lower fre­
quency of library use. This supports the 
findings of the Oberg, Schleiter, and Van 
Houten study which found that, "Not 
surprisingly, frequent library users report 
a higher frequency of contact with librar­
ians in a library setting than do infrequent 
users."25 Although the author developed 
the measure in this study with an interest 
in communication outside the library set­
ting as well as within it, the findings ap­
pear to be complementary. 

The mode for the fac;ulty response 
is twenty visits to the library per se­
mester, the mean is eighteen visits 
(SD = 17), and the median response 
was fifteen. Nine of the faculty mem­
bers responded with zero times per 
semester. For the 113 responding fac­
ulty members contacted by librar­
ians, the median response was eigh­
teen times per semester, the mode re­
sponse was twenty, and the mean 
number of times reported was 
twenty-four. For the 118 responding 
faculty members not contacted, the 
median response was ten times, the 
mode response was ten, and the mean 
of the responses was thirteen times 
per semester. With N = 231, the dif-



ference between the two groups as indi­
cated by the Mann-Whitney U test is sig­
nificant (p < .05). 

This raises a question that cannot be 
answered by the data collected for this 
study. To what extent does the correlation 
between faculty perceptions of the qual­
ity of library service and the length of time 
since faculty members spoke with ali­
brarian occur as a result of increased fa­
miliarity with the librarian and not nec­
essarily from responsive service? 

With evidence indicating a statistically 
significant correlation between librarian/ 
faculty contact and faculty use and per­
ceptions of the quality of library service, 
the author decided to study other factors 
to determine whether they, too, are cor­
related (p < .05). He tested departmental 
affiliation for correlation with faculty per­
ceptions of library service and use of the 
library. For these tests he divided faculty 
members into four subject area groups: 
professional studies, liberal arts, science, 
and social sciences. When the author ran 
a Mann-Whitney U test between the sub­
ject pairings, N = 237, he found no sig­
nificant differences (p < .05) in percep­
tions of the quality of library service pro­
vided. However, there were significant 
differences in the use reported by the four 
groups. According to their reports, liberal 
arts faculty members used the library at 
a frequency that was significantly higher 
(p < .05) than that for either professional 
studies faculty or science faculty mem­
bers. Social sciences faculty members also 
used the library at a frequency that was 
significantly higher than the frequency 
for science faculty members. 

Another factor analyzed was length of 
faculty service at the colleges being stud-. 
ied. Using SPSS-X to run a Spearman rank 
correlation, the author found a positive 
correlation betweel;l the number of years 
a faculty member served at a college and 
his or her perception of library service at 
that institution. With N = 234, the 
Spearman correlation (rs = .29, r

8

2 = .08) 
was significant (p < .05), suggesting that 
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a lengthier tenure at an institution corre­
lates with a more positive view of library 
service. This supports a finding by Jinnie 
Davis and Stella Bentley that, "Faculty 
members with less time at an institution 
are the most dissatisfied members."26 

Spearman rank correlation also indi­
cated that there was a significant positive 
correlation between the number of years 
a faculty member served at the college 
and the number of times he or she re­
ported using the campus library during 
the course of a semester. Using N = 231, 
the Spearman correlation for this pair of 

The negative correlation indicates 
that a lengthier period of time since 
a faculty member has spoken with a 
librarian correlates with a lower 
frequency of library use. 

variables was weak but significant (r
8 
= 

.11, r
8

2 = .01, p < .05). This finding contra­
dicts the speculation in the Davis-Bentley 
study that newer faculty members may 
use the library more frequently. 27 

Distance from the faculty members' 
offices to the campus library was another 
factor studied. The author determined 
distance by asking faculty members how 
many minutes it took to walk from their 
office to the library. Studies such as those 
by James Miller and by T. J. Allen and 
A. R. Fusfeld indicate a correlation be­
tween propinquity and communication 
behavior.28,29 However, with N = 235 and 
a Spearman correlation of -.07, there is 
only a weak correlation between the dis­
tances from faculty members' offices to 
the libraries and their perceptions of li­
brary service. In addition, the Spearman 
rank correlation test indicates no signifi­
cant difference (p < .05) between the dis­
tance to the campus library and the num­
ber of times faculty members use the li­
brary during the course of a semester. 

The fact that this study includes only 
small colleges may be a factor in evaluat­
ing the importance of the distance vari-
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able. From more than 230 responses, only 
eighteen faculty members reported that 
it took longer than five minutes to reach 
the library from their offices, and only four 
reported times of more than ten minutes. 

Spearman rank correlation indicates a 
weak but significant negative correlation 
(r = -.15, r 2 = .02, p < .05) between the 
distance to sa library with a strong collec­
tion in the faculty member's area of in­
terest and the faculty member's percep­
tion of the quality of library service on 
his or her campus. With N = 217 and a 

The area where faculty involvement 
appeared to have the most impact 
was in bibliographic instruction. 

Spearman correlation of .06, there is a 
weak positive correlation indicating some 
relationship in this sample between more 
frequent use of the campus library and 
an increasing distance to another library 
with strength in the faculty member's 
area of interest. However, that correlation 
is not significant (p < .05). 

The author also studied other factors 
to explore their relationships with faculty 
perceptions and use of library services. 
As shown in table 3, faculty perceptions 
of the quality of the library collection play 
an important role in their perceptions and 
use of library services. With N = 235, the 
Spearman rank correlation between per­
ceptions of the quality of the collection 
and perceptions of the quality of library 
service (rs = .44, r

5

2 = .19, p < .05) was the 
highest among the pairs of variables stud­
ied. The correlation between faculty 
members' perceptions of the quality of the 
collection and their use of the library was 
not as strong (r = .22, r 2 = .05), but was 
significant (p ~ .05). The author also 
found significant correlations (p < .05) be­
tween the size of the professional library 
staff and faculty perceptions and use of 
library services. However, these correla­
tions are not as strong as those combin­
ing faculty use and perceptions of library 
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service with collection quality and the 
number of days since faculty members 
had spoken with librarians. 

The author asked librarians to name 
three new ideas that had been imple­
mented during the year prior to the sur­
vey and to tell how they introduced those 
ideas to the library. He asked this ques­
tion to determine whether any new ideas 
had been introduced to the library 
through interaction with faculty mem­
bers. Jose Marie Griffiths noted that in­
novation could be brought to the library 
by its users. However, in this study, the 
spread of innovation to libraries by li­
brary users did not appear to be the norm 
expected by those interviewed.30 Accord­
ing to the responses, the library received 
few if any ideas for innovation in library 
service from the faculty, but faculty sup­
port was, in some instances, seen as a key 
element in implementing innovation or 
improvements. The area where faculty 
involvement appeared to have the most 
impact was in bibliographic instruction. 
At one of the colleges, a librarian and a 
faculty member developed a workshop 
that focused on the need for increased 
faculty /librarian cooperation in biblio­
graphic instruction and class assign­
ments. At the two colleges where most of 
the faculty ratings placed the libraries 
near the top in quality of service provided 
and in boundary-spanning activity, inter­
views also revealed that the librarians 
took an active role in interaction with the 
faculty and students. 

Conclusion 
The interaction between librarians and 
classroom faculty members was a crucial 
element of this study. Interaction con­
sisted of a range of forms and involved, 
in part, the delivery of services and ex­
change of information. 

As shown in table 3, the measure of 
interpersonal contact was one of the 
strongest predictors of faculty perceptions 
and use of library services in this study. 
Information gathered through the inter-



views supported this relationship. Al­
though the author explored several other 
factors, only faculty perceptions of the 
quality of the library collection exceeded 
interpersonal contact as they correlated 
with faculty perceptions of the quality of 
library service. One of the most interest­
ing results of the survey was the finding 
that one of the smallest libraries to par­
ticipate in the study recorded one of the 
most active programs of outreach and 
received among the highest marks for 
faculty perceptions of service. 

A question not answered in this study 
is how increased interpersonal contact 
relates to higher faculty perceptions and 
use of library services. Were the ex­
changes that took place between librar­
ians and faculty members mainly ones of 
affect, or friendship, or did the exchanges 
involve the transfer of information or 
other resources that led to actual improve­
ments in service? Furthermore, several 
types of exchanges took place in the li­
braries studied, but the author was un­
able to determine the degree to which any 
particular type of exchange occurred from 
the data gathered for the purposes of this 
study. However, of the campuses studied, 
those where library service appeared to 
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be most valued by the faculty were those 
on which librarians reported the most fre­
quent interaction with faculty members. 
Thm;nas Allen explains a possible cause 
of this phenomenon in his study of re­
search and development laboratory per­
sonnel. In the following passage, he finds 
that social contact can benefit the organi­
zation: 

When two people are acquainted, 
they are also able to communicate 
more effectively. The understanding 
that develops between engineers 
through their social and work con­
tacts is therefore important not only 
in encouraging communication but 
also in increasing its effectiveness. 
If one individual is familiar with 
another's background, he is better 
able to tailor his responses to the 
other's abilities.31 

The author also found that of the out­
reach activities studied, the activities that 
faculty respondents thought were most 
important involved the direct provision of 
service. Faculty members gave activities 
such as service on campuswide commit­
tees much lower scores. 
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